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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of claim8.

The other remaining clainms, clains 1-7 and 9-12, have been

indicated as directed to patentable subject matter.

1 Application for patent filed August 25, 1992.
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Claim8 reads as foll ows:

8. A video tape playback node decision circuit in a
vi deo apparatus for playing back a video signal recorded on a
video tape in a standard play node in which said video tape is
fed at a standard speed and in any other play node in which said
video tape is fed at a different speed, wherein on receiving a
control signal read fromsaid video tape and receiving an out put
si gnal synchronized with the feed speed of said video tape froma
capstan frequency generator, said decision circuit generates a
node signal for setting one of said play nodes in response to
t hese signals, said decision circuit conprising:

a tape feed suspension detection circuit for outputting
a tape suspension detection signal representing a stationary
condition of said video tape on receiving said output signal, and

a node signal output circuit for generating said node
signal for setting said standard play node when said tape
suspensi on detection signal is absent for a predeterm ned period
of time and when said control signal is also absent.

The Exam ner’s Answer cites admtted prior art and the
follow ng prior art reference:
Narita 4,553, 182 Nov. 12, 1985

Claim8 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
unpat ent abl e over admtted prior art in view of Narita.

OPI NI ON

Claim8 is directed to a video tape playback node
decision circuit for setting the playback node to a standard
pl ayback speed or to a different playback speed. The cl ai ned
pl ayback node decision circuit includes a tape feed suspension

detection circuit.
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The exam ner concedes that the admtted prior art fails
to disclose a tape feed suspension detection circuit, but says
that Narita discloses a tape feed suspension detection circuit
that can stop the playback after detecting an abnormal condition.
The exam ner states that it would have been obvi ous to provide
the admtted prior art with a tape feed suspensi on detection
circuit as taught by Narita to protect the tape drive from an
abnormal condition and save power. Exam ner’s Answer at 5.

Appel  ant argues that Narita only teaches stopping the
pl ayback entirely, not setting the playback node. Appeal Brief
at 19-20.

We agree with appellant.

The examner’s rationale results in incorporating a
tape feed suspension detection circuit into a video tape stop
decision circuit, not into a video tape playback node deci sion
circuit as recited. The clained invention enploys a suspension
detection circuit in a circuit for selecting anong different
(non-zero) playback speeds. The exam ner provides no rationale
for the obviousness of such an arrangenent.

Therefore, the rejection of claim@8 for obviousness is

not sust ai ned.
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CONCLUSI ON
The rejection of claim8 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as

unpat ent abl e over admtted prior art in view of Narita is not
sust ai ned.

REVERSED

JAMVES T. CARM CHAEL
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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